According to the social exchange theory, based on the 335 valid questionnaire data, the article uses the hierarchical regression method to examine the influence of authoritarian leadership and charismatic leadership on employee engagement and the moderating effect of task structure. The results show that charismatic leadership is significantly positively correlated with employee engagement, and there is a significant positive correlation between vigor, dedication and absorption. Authoritarian leadership is significantly negatively correlated with employee engagement, and is significantly negatively correlated with vigor and dedication. The task structure plays a moderating role between authoritarian leadership and employee engagement. Studies have shown that combined with contextual factors can better explain the role of leadership quality in leadership effectiveness, and also provide guidance and suggestions for leadership selection and practice, that is, in the context of high-task structure, organizations should prioritize the selection of individuals with authoritarian orientation as leaders.
Introduction
The competition among enterprises largely depends on the degree of employee engagement. How to mobilize the enthusiasm of employees and improve the degree of employee engagement is not only a theoretical topic that has been discussed and studied by academic circles, but also a practical problem faced by in order to achieve leadership effectiveness. Researchers have noticed that different leadership styles have different strengths and weaknesses, and different leadership styles need to match different contexts. In one situation, one leader can be a successful leader, while in another context it cannot be [9] . Therefore, this study will conduct a contingency analysis of charismatic leadership and authoritarian leadership.
In summary, this study introduces the task structure, the contextual variable, and the third question to be explored: Does the task structure affect the relationship between charismatic leadership, authoritarian leadership, and subordinates' engagement. That is, from the perspective of contingency management, when the level of task structuring is at what level, the organization should adopt which leadership style is appropriate, and thus improve the effectiveness of leadership, which is essential to improve the competitive advantage of the enterprise.
Task structure has an important impact on the effectiveness of leadership behavior, which is a key situational factor affecting the effectiveness of leadership in any organization. It will inevitably affect the relationship between the leader's behavior and the behavior of the corresponding subordinates. This research to enterprise staff as the research object, on the basis of leadership contingency theory, social exchange theory, the charismatic leadership, authoritarian leadership to subordinate a comparative study on the influence of the engagement, reveals the similarities and differences between these two kinds of style of leadership role, then add the task structure the situational variables, explore the task structure of relations between the two types of leadership and subordinate behavior, the influence of rich leadership contingency theory on the one hand, on the other hand, can provide the basis for leadership selection in organization.
Literature Review

Charismatic Leadership and Employee Engagement
Scholars have different views on the connotation of charismatic leadership [10] .
House believes that the term "charisma" should be understood from the perspective of the influence of leaders on followers or the relationship between leaders and subordinates. Charismatic leaders are summarized into five dimensions, including role simulation, image building, goal clarification, expression of high expectation and confidence, and motivational behavior [11] . Bass thinks, charismatic leaders can inspire followers, followers worship, identity, inspire followers to achieve the desired goal, and will be the charismatic leadership behavior as good impression management, and values associated with work, depicting attractive vision, role model, expressive behavior and eloquent [12] 6 kinds of behavior. However, the five-factor model proposed by Conger-Kanungo et al.
is more typical and has been adopted and verified by a large number of empirical studies. This model will also be used in this study. The specific dimension are as follows: 1) strategic vision and expression; 2) personal risk taking; 3) highly sen- [14] . At present, there are different opinions on the connotation of engagement in academic circles, but they all agree that engagement is the combination of work energy, work willingness and integration [15] . Charismatic leaders' vision of motivation and care for their members can greatly infect employees and fully stimulate their engagement. First of all, charismatic leaders are good at observing the opportunities in change, establishing an attractive organizational vision, and building the hope and confidence of subordinates for the future, so as to enhance the motivation of employees [16] . This is very similar to transformational leadership. Chen Yongxia, Jia Liangding, Li Chaoping, Song Jiwen, Zhang Junjun found that transformational leadership was significantly positively correlated with organizational commitment and extra effort of employees [17] . At the same time, when employees perceive that their leaders are attractive, they will identify with values and show great enthusiasm for the requirements of leaders, so they are more willing to work. Secondly, charismatic leaders have high expectations and confidence in their subordinates. According to the social exchange theory, employees feel recognized by their leaders, so that they can feel their own value and motivate their subordinates to work hard to achieve challenging goals. Finally, charismatic leaders are good at combining the vision of the organization with the needs of subordinates, so as to motivate employees to have a strong sense of identity and responsibility for achieving organizational goals [18] , so that employees can fully experience the intrinsic value of work and voluntarily increase their engagement. Finally, charismatic leaders often express their concern for the needs of their subordinates. According to the social exchange theory, when leaders are sensitive to and respond to changes in employees' needs, employees will work more actively to repay their leaders. As a result, subordinates who are cared about by charismatic leaders are more likely to increase their engagement.
Therefore, based on the above analysis, the following assumptions are made: H1: Charismatic leadership has a significant positive predictive effect on employee engagement.
H1a: Charismatic leadership is positively related to employee vigor. H1b: Charismatic leadership is positively related to employee dedication. H1c: Charismatic leadership is positively related to employee absorption.
Authoritarian Leadership and Employee Engagement
The connotation of authoritarian leadership is extremely rich, which is consistent with the traditional Chinese culture's emphasis on "superior being superior and inferior being inferior", highlighting the huge power distance between supe- [19] . Authoritarian leaders emphasize that their authority is absolute and cannot be challenged. They strictly control their subordinates and require them to obey [20] , which is embodied in four behaviors. Belittling subordinates' abilities means ignoring their Suggestions and contributions. Image decoration means that the leader manipulates information to maintain power distance and maintain his dignity. Didactic behavior refers to that the leader has strict requirements on the performance of subordinates, and will give reprimands and direct guidance to underperforming subordinates [21] .
Many empirical studies have found that the response of employees in the organization is significantly negatively correlated with the authoritarian leadership style. For example, zheng Boxun, Zhou Lifang and Fan Jingli found in their studies that authoritarian leadership can significantly weaken employees' trust in leaders, job satisfaction and employee loyalty. Zhang Yan and Huai Mingyun found that organizational citizenship behavior of employees would be significantly reduced due to authoritarian leadership style [22] . Fu Xiao and Li Yi found that authoritarian leadership would seriously affect the innovation ability and work performance of employees [23] . Li Rui and Tian Xiaoming showed a significant negative correlation between authoritarian leadership and subordinates' forward-looking behavior [24] .
This study argues that authoritarian leadership has a negative impact on employee engagement. First of all, authoritarian leaders have obvious dictatorial style, high concentration of power, unwilling to empower employees, and require employees to obey unconditionally. This, to a certain extent, obeys and succumbs to authoritarian leaders, but the psychological pressure brought by authoritarian leadership and insecurity can cause employees to resist the leadership authority from the heart [25] , resulting in employees with rebellious psychology and resistance, thus reducing their engagement; Second, authoritarian leaders often devalue the subordinates, deliberately ignore or criticize the contribution of subordinates, and even use themselves The status of the subordinates [26] , in this case, the social needs of employees are not satisfied, they will not be active and not take the initiative as the safest way to deal with, the negative treatment of leadership assignment tasks, authoritarian leadership to employees negative evaluation can also hurt employees' self-confidence. Employees passively believe that they are not suitable for their work. Such self-doubt will make employees tend to escape and are not willing to actively participate in Therefore, based on the above analysis, the following hypotheses are proposed:
H2: Authoritarian leadership has a significant negative predictive effect on employee engagement.
H2a: Authoritarian leadership is negatively correlated with employee vigor. H2b: There is a negative correlation between authoritarian leadership and employee dedication.
H2c: There is a negative correlation between authoritarian leadership and employee absorption.
Comparison of the Influence of Authoritarian and Charismatic Leaders on Employee Engagement
With the development of The Times, employees, especially those born in the 1990s, are not focusing on salary and salary at first, but on meeting their personal needs. According to Maslow's hierarchy of needs theory, charismatic leaders' vision stimulation and care for members can greatly meet subordinates' needs for respect and self-realization, make subordinates willing to believe and obey the leader, and make efforts to realize the vision proposed by the leader, and voluntarily increase their engagement in work. However, authoritarian leaders emphasize that the authority of leaders should not be challenged, and rely on the deterrence of their position power to make subordinates obey and obey. Although this makes subordinates obey and submit to the leadership to a certain extent, in the long run, the psychological pressure and insecurity brought by authoritarian leadership will lead subordinates to resist the leadership authority, thus leading to their reduced engagement. Therefore, based on the above analysis, the following hypotheses are proposed:
H3: charismatic leadership predicts engagement better than authoritarian leadership.
Task Structure as a Moderator
According to the leadership contingency theory, there is no universally applicable leadership style, and the effectiveness of leadership style is inevitably affected by organizational context factors [27] , including charismatic leadership and authoritarian leadership. In 1951, Fiedler, a pioneer of contingency management, proposed the concept of organizational task structure and discussed its impact on leadership effectiveness. Fiedler defined the task structure as the purpose of the task, the method to complete the task and the clarity of the task performance assessment criteria. An organization with a high degree of task structure has a R. Zhao clear work goal, which can decompose tasks into standard procedures and steps, and can objectively and accurately assess work performance. Organizations with low task structure lack clear objectives, clear procedures and procedures, and objective and accurate performance evaluation methods. When the subordinate's tasks contain many conceptual components or complete tasks without specific and certain methods, that is, when the task structure is low, then the charismatic leader is like a beacon, which can fully exert its own advantages and express the vision as an organization or team. Set a viable goal and be good at solving problems caused by environmental uncertainty. Charismatic leaders can make up for the shortcomings of low-task structure scenarios.
Therefore, in the case of a low task structure, a charismatic leader can promote the subordinate's engagement. In the case of high mission structure, the mission objectives are relatively clear, the organizational system is gradually improved, and the advantages of charismatic leaders are no longer obvious. At this point, what the organization needs is a way for the leader to find a way to achieve it, rather than finding a new one. At this time, if charismatic leadership is adopted, the requirements of the leaders and the requirements of the organization are contradictory to the employees. The organization requires them to complete the work according to the established procedures. The requirements of the charismatic leaders are to set new goals and break through themselves. As the employees are very contradictory and their work goals are confusing, then the employees have no certain direction of efforts, and they do not know which direction to work in, and the degree of engagement will be reduced. Since China is a country with a high power distance, its subordinates are afraid of losing their own resources and will be afraid of the authority of the leaders. Therefore, they will voluntarily increase their investment and increase their engagement. Therefore, in the case of a high task structure, the use of authoritarian leadership is more effective and can increase employee engagement.
Based on the above analysis, the following assumptions are made:
H4: The task structure moderates the relationship between authoritarian leadership and employee engagement.
H5: The task structure moderates the relationship between charismatic leadership and employee engagement. Therefore, according to the above, the theoretical model of this study is proposed, as shown in Figure 1 . From the perspective of employees themselves, the relationship between charismatic leadership, authoritarian leadership and employee engagement and the moderating effect of task structure were studied.
Research Methods
Data Collection
Data were collected through questionnaire survey in this study, and samples were obtained in two ways: 1) online questionnaire was released through the questionnaire star platform; 2) send electronic or paper questionnaires to em- 
Measurement
The selection of the measurement indicators influences the reliability and validity of the final survey data. Therefore, we drew on the maturity scales of relevant variables abroad and made necessary revisions. As a result, these items were designed in the form of 7-point Likert scales, and respondents are required to rate the Chinese items, rating from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. Charismatic leadership: the C-K scale developed by Conger and Kanungo (2000) has been widely used in relevant empirical studies because it has shown sufficient reliability and validity in previous studies. In addition, C-K scale of charismatic leadership perceived behavior composition is relatively stable, so this research adopts the C-K scale, the scale including strategic vision, sensitivity to the environment, on the sensitivity of the employee needs, personal adventures and unconventional behavior five dimensions, a total of 20 items, such as "plan with vision, often organization puts forward the idea of future work", etc.
In this study, Cronbach's α of the scale reached 0.97.
Authoritarian leadership: the sub-scale of authoritarian leadership developed by Zheng Boxun, Zhou Lifang and Fan Jingli (2000) in the context of Chinese culture is adopted. This scale has been widely used in previous studies and has good reliability and validity. The scale is divided into four dimensions: authoritarian behavior, derogatory ability of subordinates, image decoration, and educational behavior, with a total of 13 items, such as "he asked me to obey his leadership absolutely". In this study, Cronbach's α of the scale reached 0.94. Task structure: the task structure scale prepared by Tsui (1999) is adopted, with a total of 7 items, such as "the definition of group goals and tasks is fully clear and clear", "step-by-step process or standard process indicates the working steps and requires strict implementation" and so on. In this study, Cronbach According to relevant studies, five demographic variables including gender, age, time spent working with immediate supervisors, education level and length of service were selected as control variables in this study.
Analysis Method
Statistical analysis was performed using SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 23.0 software. Specific statistical analysis included: reliability analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, correlation analysis, and comparison of charismatic leaders and authoritarian leaders in predicting employee engagement. The hierarchical regression analysis and the multi-level regression analysis are used to test the role of the task structure in moderating the relationship between authoritarian, charismatic leadership and subordinates.
Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The confirmatory factor analysis was carried out using AMOS 23.0 software to determine the discriminant validity among the variables in the model, and the results were shown in Table 2 . According to the suggested criteria proposed by 
Descriptive Statistics
The mean value, standard deviation and correlation coefficient of each variable are shown in Table 3 . As can be seen from Table 3 , charismatic leadership is significantly positively correlated with engagement (β = 0.70, p < 0.01), and H1 is preliminarily supported. There was a significant negative correlation between authoritarian leadership and engagement (β = −0.12, p < 0.05), and H2 was initially supported. Task structure was positively correlated with charismatic leadership (β = 0.14, p < 0.01), authoritarian leadership (β = 0.46, p < 0.01), and engagement (β = 0.14, p < 0.05). In addition, gender was significantly negatively correlated with engagement (β = −0.15, p < 0.01), indicating that male was more engaged than female. There was a significant positive correlation between age and engagement (β = 0.12, p < 0.05), indicating that the older the employee, the higher the engagement.
The results of factor analysis showed that the four models had the best degree of fit, indicating that the variables had good discriminant validity and prepared for the following correlation analysis. Descriptive statistical analysis shows that charismatic leadership has a positive impact on employee engagement, and authoritarian leadership has a negative impact on employee engagement, initially validating the proposed hypothesis. Notes: CL = charismatic leadership, AL = authoritarian leadership, TS = task structure, E = engagement, the same below. 
Hypothesis Testing
Regression Analysis
Vigor, dedication, absorption on three dimensions as the dependent variable and control variables (age, gender, education level, working years and working time), the independent variable (authoritarian leadership and charismatic leadership)
into the regression equation, the test of an authoritarian, charismatic leadership and engagement in the three dimensions (vigor, dedication, absorption), the relationship between the results as shown in Table 4 . As can be seen from Table 4 , charismatic leadership is significantly positively correlated with vigor (β = 0.78, p < 0.001), dedication (β = 0.73, p < 0.001), and absorption (β = 0.80, p < 0.001), that is, H1a, H1b, and H1c are verified. Authoritarian leadership was significantly negatively correlated with vigor (β = −0.11, p < 0.05) and dedication (β = −0.11, p < 0.05), but not significantly correlated with absorption, that is, H2a
and H2b were verified, while H2c was not. Table 5 shows the results of the hierarchical regression analysis of the dimensions of engagement between charismatic leadership and authoritarian leadership. From the results of the first half of Table 5 , that is, the regression analysis of the first level, it can be seen that the predictive effect of the charismatic leadership on the dimensions of engagement has reached a significant level. After excluding the influence of the control variables, the increased ΔR 2 values are respectively vigor 0.49, dedication 0.41, absorption on 0.41. From the results of the lower part of Table 5 , that is, the second level of regression analysis, in terms of authoritarian leadership, the predictive effect of the individual's vigor and dedication dimension has reached a significant level. However, the prediction effect on the absorption dimension is not significant. After excluding the influence of the control variables, the ΔR 2 values are 0.02 for vigor and 0.02 for dedication.
Comparative Analysis
From the above analysis, it can be seen that the charismatic leadership has a predictive effect on the vigor, dedication, and absorption dimensions of employee From the results can also be seen in Table 5 , when the authoritarian leader- Absorption on dimensions, charismatic leadership also still have explanatory power (ΔR 2 is 0.41, p < 0.001), but the authoritarian leadership no longer has the explanatory power. Therefore, it can be inferred that charismatic leadership is more effective in predicting engagement than authoritarian leadership, and H3 has been verified.
Analysis of Moderating Effect
Using engagement as a dependent variable, control variables (age, gender, education, working years, and working time), independent variables (authoritarian leadership and charismatic leadership), moderating variables (task structure), and interactions (authoritarian leadership × task structure) and (the charismatic leadership × task structure) respectively enter the regression equation Table 6 . According to Model 2, authoritarian leadership (β = −0.09, p < 0.05) and charismatic leadership (β = 0.77, p < 0.001) have a significant impact on employee engagement, and H1 and H2 are further supported. It can be seen from Model 3 that the interaction between authoritarian leadership and task structure (β = 0.08, p < 0.01) has a significant impact on employee engagement, indicating that the task structure significantly moderates the relationship between authoritarian leadership and engagement, H4 It is verified that the interaction influence mode is shown in Figure 2 . In the interaction diagram, "high" means one standard deviation above the mean and "low" means one standard deviation below the mean. The interaction between charismatic leadership and task structure has no significant impact on employee engagement, indicating that the task structure has no moderating effect on the relationship between charisma leadership and engagement, and H5 has not been verified. Figure 2 . The moderating effect of task structure. According to the summary, charismatic leadership has a significant positive correlation with employee engagement, and has a significant positive correlation with vigor, dedication and absorption. However, authoritarian leadership has a significant negative correlation with employee engagement, and has a significant negative correlation with vigor and dedication. Charismatic leadership predicts engagement better than authoritarian leadership. Task structure plays a moderating role between authoritarian leadership and employee engagement.
Conclusions
The empirical results of this study verify some of the hypotheses initially proposed in this paper.
The empirical results show that: 1) Charismatic leadership has a significant positive correlation with employee engagement, and has a significant positive impact on its vigor, absorption and dedication; 2) Authoritarian leadership has a significant negative impact on employee engagement, and has a significant negative impact on the dimension of vigor and dedication, but has no significant impact on the dimension of absorption; 3) Task structure moderates the relationship between authoritarian leadership and employee engagement. The more structured the task, the weaker the negative influence of authoritarian leadership on employee engagement, the less structured the task, and the stronger the negative influence of authoritarian leadership on employee engagement. Task structure has no moderating effect on the relationship between charismatic leadership and employee engagement.
Limitations
Due to limited objective conditions such as time and data collection, there are still some shortcomings in the research, which require further research and discussion. First, this study only analyzes the impact of task structure context factors on the relationship between leader style and subordinate engagement. Secondly, this study is a cross-sectional study. It is more difficult to infer causality.
In order to enhance the persuasiveness of causality, longitudinal research design or experimental design should be used in future research to make up for this defect; again, due to situational factors. It is dynamic, multi-faceted, and ambiguous. Therefore, simply using quantitative research methods such as questionnaires does not accurately investigate the degree of impact. Therefore, future research should use qualitative methods such as laboratory and field research to fully investigate the impact of the task structure on the Charismatic leadership style and authoritarian leadership style.
Management Advice
Economic globalization and rapid development of science and technology make the competition between enterprises become increasingly fierce, and the increa- 
